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The purpose of this study was to investigate the
relationship between knowledge of performance, Locus of
Control and perceptions of organizational climate. It
was posited that individuals possess “lay” theories of
performance and that they will use these theories as cues
by which they ascribe characteristics to themselves,
their work groups, or their organizations. It was further
posited that the extent to which this attribution occurs
is influenced by the personality variable Locus of Control.
To test the relationship between the variables, an
experiment was conducted in which knowledge of performance
(positive versus no performance feedback) was manipulated
to determine its effect on perceptions of organizational
climate in internally— and externally-oriented subjects.
Perceptions of organizational climate were measured
by Likert’s Profile of Organizational Characteristics.
Internal versus external Locus of Control was measured
by Rotter’s Internal—External Scale.
The sample of the study consisted of forty elemen
tary, middle, and high school principals employed by the
Atlanta Public School System, Atlanta, Georgia.
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Analysis of Variance was used to test the null
hypothesis regarding the interactive effect of knowledge
of performance and Locus of Control on perceptions of
organizational climate.
The results of the study did not produce sufficient
evidence to reject the null hypothesis at the .001 level
of significance. Because of the lack of interaction, one
is permitted to discuss the findings relative to the in
dependent effect of knowledge of performance and Locus of
Control. Both knowledge of performance and Locus of Con
trol, acting independently, in and of themselves, had a
statistically significant effect on perceptions of organi
zational climate. The obtained F-Ratios were significant
at the .001 level.
The following recommendations were made as a result
of the study:
1. A 3X2 factorial design be used to test
the relationship between the variables
where knowledge of performance is
considered at three levels-—positive,
negative, and no—performance feedback.
2. Specific dimensions of the POC be
investigated for any differential per
ceptions in internally- and externally
oriented subjects.
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When studying the phenomenon of huinan behavior it
has been the custom among social scientists to debate the
relative importance to it of the social situation. The
social situation has traditionally been conceived as the
organization. According to many, it is the ideal setting
within which man and the collectivity can be studied. We
live in an organizational society. Tannenbaum suggests,
“Man’s life in contemporary society can be characterized
as largely one of organizational memberships. . . . His
motivations, aspirations, his general way of life are in
extricably tied to the organization of which he is a part,
even to some of which he is not.”1
Despite the pervasiveness of organizations, it has
been only in recent years that a systematic study of the
way the individual and groups behave in organizations has
emerged. Taken as two or more people, specialized in the
function that each performs, working toward the accomplish
ment of some goal, and governed by formal rules of behavior,
1Arnold S. Tannenbaum, “Control in Organziations:
Individual Adjustment and Organizational Performance,” in
Readings in Organizational Behavior and Human Performance,
eds., L. L. Cummings and W. E. Scott (Homewood: Richard
Irwin, Inc., and Dorsey Press, 1969), p. 667.
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the study of organizational behavior is quite complex and
difficult. Many writers have approached the study in the
tradition of Kurt Lewin that behavior is a function of the
individual and his environment. As such, the desirability
of incorporating environmental variables into research
designs has been and continues to be very prevalent in the
literature. One area of~ intense interest in organizational
environments has centered around how the individual perceives
and experiences these environments. From such interest have
generated efforts to operationalize perceptions of organi
zational attributes. These perceptions are aggregated
perceptions and are generally called organizational climate.
Incorporating organizational climate variables into studies
of organizational behavior provides numerous methods of
assessing environmental variables and yields data relevant
to hypotheses regarding the interaction of persons and
environments.
One set of hypotheses pertains to the effect of
organizational environments on. the behavior of individuals
and groups in the organization. Beyond mere agreement that
these environments do indeed affect behavior, there has been
little clarity or consensus of opinion as to how this
influence takes place. Forehand and Gilmer have addressed
the issue by suggesting that organizational conditions may
influence behavior by determining stimuli, restraining
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freedom, and by rewarding and punishing behavior.1 Research
ers of organizational behavior have been mainly interested
in tho.se conditions which serve as stimuli of certain kinds
of behavior. Job satisfaction and performance have received
most of this attention. The question has been, “What
organizational at.tributes effect changes in satisfaction
and performance?” Most studies have concluded that these
conditions are dimensions of organizational climate such as
autonomy, structure, reward, consideration, warmth, and
support. The direction of causal inference has generally
been from the organization to the individual. Researchers
have sought to measure the effect of these attributes on
behavior. The assumption has been that these attributes
are the cause, rather than the consequence of behavior.
A large portion of the literature has been devoted
to understanding the causes of performance but the findings
are largely based on correlational studies where the
direction of causation is unknown. In keeping with this
opinion, Barry M. Staw has commented, “Much of the research
supporting most organizational theories contains hypoth
esized independent variables which may be the causes of
performance, the effects of performance, co-variates of a
1Garlie A. Forehand and B. Von Haller Gilmer,
“Environmental Variation in Studies of Organizational
Behavior,” Psychological Bulletin 62 (December 1964): 265.
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third variable, or a network of reciprocal relationships.”’
Recent studies have shown that knowledge of performance is
a potent stimulus and more likely to be the independent
variable of the relationship between performance and
organizational attributes or leader behavior. It has been
found, for example, that people will use a kind of stereo—
tipical behavior in assigning a different set of attributes
to other people, groups, or organizations when they are
perceived as successful, rather than unsuccessful, or high
performers, rather than low performers. Such research
suggests that studies relating organizational attributes to
member performance may just as well be accounted for by the
explanation that knowledge of performance causes systematic
changes in how the individual perceives the organization.
A review of the literature reveals that the ambiguities
surrounding the relationship between performance and
organizational attributes or leader behavior stem from
investigations which provide non—significant results, or
research studies which conclude a direction of causality
opposite to that predicted by previous studies. Resolving
these ambiguities may be one of organizational behavior’s
most pressing problems.
‘Barry N. Staw, “Attribution of the Causes of Per
formance: A General Alternative Interpretation of Cross
Sectional Research on Organizations,” Organizational
Behavior and Human Performance 13 (1975): 414.
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The present study is one of many recent studies
seeking to investigate the relationship between performance
and member perceptions. Any such effort, however, must be
tempered by individual differences in personality which
affect perceptions of, and consequently behavior in organi
zations.
One personality attribute which has emerged as a
potential contingency factor in organizational behavior is
one’s locus of control of reinforcement. Locus of control
refers to a person’s characteristic attributions regarding
events and outcomes in his environment. Persons who
generally believe that events are contingent on their own
behavior are said to have a relatively internal locus of
control. Persons who generally attribute their outcomes
to factors other than their own behavior are said to have
a relatively external locus of control. It seems tenable
that employees who are internally controlled will behave
differently under certain organizational conditions than
individuals who are externally controlled. For example,
employees who perceive internal control may feel that they
can personally influence their outcomes through their own
skills and abilities. Unlike those who feel that their
outcomes may be contingent on external forces, internals
may be incline.d to perceive organizational attributes quite
differently from externals. In bureaucratic situations
where one’s autonomy is constrained by organizational
policies, internals are perhaps less likely to blame the
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organization or company policies for their failures. On
the other hand, externals may tend to hold the company
responsible for their failures by constraining freedom they
may have had to make decisions that could have led to their
successes. In general then, it is conceivable that certain
organizational conditions will have differential impacts on
employees who are internally controlled as compared to those
who are externally controlled.
Several questions are generated in the present study
regarding the relationship between perceptions and perform
ance in IC and EC employees:
1. Are perceptions of organizational attributes
significantly affected by knowledge of
performance?
2. Is the effect significantly greater in
internals than in externals?
3. Will internals characteristically perceive
(as shown previously) their organizations
as more participatory when they are led to
believe that their own management style is
highly participatory?
4. Under the condition of no knowledge of
performance, that is, lack of performance
feedback, will internals perceive their
organizations as more participatory than
externals?
Statement of the Problem
The central problem of this study is to investigate
the relationship between knowledge of performance, Locus of
Control, and perceptions of organizational climate.
Specifically, the study seeks to investigate the effect of
knowledge of performance on the ascription of organizational
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characteristics in internally- and externally-oriented
public school principals. It is posited that employees
posses.s lay theories of performance and that they will use
these theories as cues by which they describe themselves,
their work groups, and their organizations. It is further
posited that the extent to wh.ich this attribution occurs is
influenced by one’s Locus of Control.
Th.at knowledge of performance has behavioral conse
quences can be theoretically anchored in principles of
Operant Conditioning, at least to the extent that it has
reinforcement value for the individual. More specifically,
knowledge of performance serves a motivational function
when it provides information about outcomes associated with
rewards. If it~ increases motivation by acting as a promise
of future rewards, it fundtions as an incentive. 1 It may
also serve as a reward and/or punishment itself (secondary
reinforcer) if, over time, the pairing of a given level of
knowledge of performance with certain positive and/or
negative outcomes leads it to take on reinforcing properties
in and of itself.
Locus of Control refers to a generalized belief that
a person can or cannot control his own destiny. The belief
arises from social learning and is rooted in general prin
ciples of reinforcement. It is argued in social learning
1J. Annett, Feedback and Human Performance (Baltimore:
Penguin Books, 1969).
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that individuals receive reinforcement under varying cir
cumstances. The Internal person perceives reinforcement
as contingent on his own behavior. The External person
perceives reinforcement as being contingent on forces out
side himself. Over the years, a person builds up general
ized expectancies or beliefs about the nature of the
reinforcements he receives. From the perspective of an
Expectancy Th.eory of work motivation, individuals form
cognitions about the degree of association between a behavior
(performance level) and the attainment of each set of
rewards. The stronger the perceived association between
behaviors and rewards (instrumentality), the more the
individual believes that receipt of the reward in question
depends upon behavior. Broedling suggests that there is a
fundamental similarity between the I-E construct and
Expectancy Theory. “Both Instrumentality and I-E represent
the extent to which one feels influential in one’s
environment. The difference between the two constructs are
two: I—E is a perception regarding the world in general,
while instrumentality pertains only to the job situation;
I—E is conceived of as a relatively enduring, stable
personality trait, while instrumentality is conceived of
as a perception based primarily on a person’s current job
situation.” Broedling conceives of instrumentality as a
1Laurie Broedling, “Relationship of Internal-External
Control to WOrk Motivation and Performance in an Expectancy
Model,” Journal of Applied Psychology 60 (1974): 65—66.
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person’s perception of the relationship of his behavior to
the outside world. It was because of its definitional
similarity to the I-E construct that instrumentality was
hypothesized and shown to be positively related to Internal-
External Control of Reinforcement. The stress on the
perceptual aspect of motivation seems to be strongest common
tie.
One generalization to be drawn from the similarity of
the two constructs is that knowledge of positive performance
may have a greater motivational effect on internals than on
externals. Indeed, Feather6 found that internals showed
more changes in their confidence ratings after success and
failure than externals. A pertinent question in the present
study is whether this motivational effect extends to the
individual’s perception of individual-organizational
relationship. Stated alternatively, does success influence
one’s perception of subordinate—superior relationships?
Does personality influence one’s perceptions of organiza
tional incentives?
Costello and Zalkind summarized the effects of
personality on perception in a social context: 1) Secure
people tend to perceive other people as warm, rather than
T. Feather, “Change in Confidence Following
Success or Failure as a Predictor of Subsequent Performance,”
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 9 (1968):
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cold; 2) Thoughtful people are less likely to view things
in black and white and to express extreme judgexnents about
others; 3) Persons who accept themselves are more likely to
perceive others more favorably than those who reject them
selves; 4) People tend to perceive others more accurately
when their characteristics are more similar than when they
are not.1
The last characteristic seems to suggest a type of
projection wherein people tend to project their own charac
teristics onto others. Again, Costello and Zaldkind
advocate the use of the term in a broader sense than a mere
defense mechanism. According to their reasoning, it is
used to ascribe or attribute any of one’s own characteristics
to other people. Research on the I-E construct has
generated certain behavioral profiles or characteristics of
internally— and externally—oriented people. One set of
results found internals more satisfied with “participative
management” than externals. Another set of results suggests
that internals behave in significantly different ways.
Internals have been found to use more personally persuasive
powers than externals. Externals tend to use more coercive
powers. It seems tenable that internals not only prefer,
but will also use a more participative form of management
1Sheldon S. Zalkind and Timothy W. Costello, “Per
ception: Some Recent Research and Implications for Admin
istration,” in Readings in Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, eds. L. L. Cummings and W. E. Scott (Homewood:
Richard Irwin, Inc. and Dorsey Press, 1969), pp. 209—211.
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than externals. One of the most significant impacts of
participatory management is that as employees internalize
organizational goals, they tend to exercise self-control
for managing their own activities, rather than relying on
supervisory control. The person who believes that he
controls his outcomes (internal) is likely to seek greater
control of his environment and is also more likely to be
motivated by a participatory form of management.
In summary, knowledge of performance obviously plays
a major role in the establishment and maintenance of beliefs
about behavior-reward contingencies. Locus of Control
represents a generalized expectancy or belief in the nature
of reinforcement. Success or knowledge of positive per
formance is posited to have a motivational or reinforcing
effect on its recipients. Since internals have been found
to show more ability to work with others, to be more
cooperative, and to have more self-reliance, courtesy, and
reliability, it was felt that positive knowledge of per
formance would have a greater motivational effect on
internals than on externals, if that performance was rated
as highly participatory. Because of a tendency tO project
one’s own characteristics onto other people, it was also
felt that when internals are led to believe that they
possess a highly participatory management style, they are
more likely to project this characteristic onto the
organization than will externals.
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The following hypotheses were generated:
H1: Perceptions of organizational charac
teristics will be significantly affected
by knowledge of performance.
H2: Perceptions of organizational charac
teristics will be significantly affected
by one’s Locus of Control.
H3: Knowledge of performance will have a
significantly greater effect on perceptions
of organizational characteristics in
internally-oriented subjects than in
externally—oriented subjects.
To test these hypotheses, knowledge of performance
was experimentally manipulated to determine its effect on
perceptions of internally- and externally-oriented subjects.
Rotter’s I-E Scale was used to divide subjects along this
dichotomy. A random sample of sixtypublic school principals
completed Rotter’s I-E Scale while their teachers rated the
organizational climate of their schools using Likert’s
Profile of Organizational Characteristics. A sample of
forty subjects were selected from the upper and lower thirds
of the distribution of I-E scores. The twenty internals
and twenty externals were then randomly assigned to the
experimental and control treatments. The treatment group
consisted of ten internals and ten externals who received
bogus knowledge of performance, while the control group
also consisting of ten internals and ten externals received
no knowledge of performance. Each group was subsequently
asked to rate the organizational climate of the overall
school system using Likert’s POC. Thus four groups of
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scores (measures on the POC) were tested using an Analysis
of Variance technique.
Definition of Terms
In the study, Locus of Control is used synonymously
with. internal—external control of reinforcement which deter
mines a person’s propensity for attributing his outcomes to
inte~nal (his own skills, abilities, and knowledge) or
external (luck, chance, or powerful others) sources in the
relevant environment. It is operationally defined by a
measure on Rotter’s Internal—External Scale.
Knowledge of Performance is used synonymously with
performance feedback, and is operationally defined as a
measure on Likert’s Profile of Organizational Characteris
tics. Participative performance is used to mean a System
IV type management system as measured by Likert’s POC.
Perceptions of Organizational Characteristics are
generally called perceptions of organizational climate.
In this study, those perceptions are operationalized by
Likert’s POC.
Assumptions
Certain assumptions must be made in the study of
organizational phenomena. Knowledge of performance is not
a simple stimulus to study. Because it may be confounded
by many other variables, ascertaining its effect on
behavior is sometimes difficult. It is therefore assumed
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that the knowledge treatment had a motivational effect on
the subjects.
Knowledge of performance provides information about
the receiver’s past performance. His perceptions of, and
response to the information may depend on his personal
characteristics, the nature of the message, and the charac
teristics of the source. While a principal’s faculty may
be considered a legitimate and valid source of information
regarding his performance; and while the nature of the
information is positive, rather than negative, the personal
characteristics necessary for the information to have a
motivational effect may not be tapped by the I-E construct.
This study assumes that they are. If however, the subjects
do not consider th.eir teachers as authoritative sources of
information, the motivational effect is further decreased.
The appropriateness, of the POC may not necessarily be
an issue, since the purpose of the study is not to measure
perceptions of organizational climate, but rather to deter
mine the effect of knowledge of performance on these per
ceptions.
‘Limitations of the Study
In previous research studies where knowledge of
performance has been the manipulated variable, performance
was defined as success or failure on a specific and immediate
task. In the present study, performance is defined as a
measure of teachers’ perceptions of the internal functioning
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of their schools.. Th.e inferences to be drawn from specific
task performance may not necessarily follow for performance
feedback defined in this manner. There may be some concern
that the parameters of the performance feedback may not be
critical enough to determine differential impact on the
subjects in regard to their success as principals. One
limitation then, lies in the definition of performance used.
Other limitations adhere from the use of the instru
ments selected. Ickes and Layden, for example, suggest that
1
the I—E Scale collapses over positive and negative outcomes.
This may reflect an implicit assumption that subjects will
perceive a similar degree of internal and external control
for both. They further suggest that some items are written
in the first person whereas others are written in the third
person. This could possibly reflect another implicit
assumption that whatever subjects see as the locus of control
for other people’s outcomes will also be seen as the locus
of control for their own.
In their review of the literature on organizational
climate, Helireigel and Slocom suggest that the “ideal”
response may be transparent for Likert’s POC.2 Social
‘William Ickes and Mary Anne Layden, “Attributional
Styles,” inNew Directions in Attribution Research, eds.,
J. H. Harvey, W. J. Ickes, and R. F. Kidd (Hillsdale:
Erlbauin Publishers, 19781.
2Don Hellriegel and John W. Slocom, “Organizational
Climate: Measures, Research, and Contingencies,” Academy
of Management Journal 17 (1974): 262.
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desirability, which has to do with what a subject perceives
to be the “right” and “proper” thing to say, may pose a
particular problem for the instrument. These authors
report that data obtained from other researchers indicates
that respondents who attributed System IV properties to
their organizations also scored higher on an independent
measure of social desirability than respondents who
described their organizations i.n terms of other systems.
The effectiveness of th.e study must thus be partially
determined by the validity of the particular instruments
used to measure the variables.
Significance of the Study
The purpose of the present study is three-fold: (1)
to add to the body of research on personality and organi
zation theory; (2) to investigate the plausibility of the
assumption that knowledge of performance causes systematic
changes in the perceptions of organizational attributes;
and (3) to provide an extension of the research conducted
on locus of control in work settings.
The significance of a study should perhaps be viewed
in terms of the results obtained, but the significance of
this study may be found in some of the limitations mentioned
above. There is not an ahundance of research investigating
th.e effect of performance feedback on the perceptions of
organizational attributes. Usually, performance is manipu
lated to determine its effect on perceptions of leader
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behavior. Th.is research has the potential of adding to
the body of knowledge.
Most of the literature on the organizational behavior
of schools is inferred from data obtained from studies
conducted in other kinds of organizations, despite the
warning that schools are characteristically different. In
a recent article by Morris et al., which appears in the
June 1982 edition of Phi Delta Kappan, entitled, “The
Urban Principal: Middle Manager in the Educational
Bureaucracy,” the authors assert that much of our knowledge
about the principalship has developed from interest iia role
theory or leadership behavior. What has resulted is a
preoccupation with instructional leadership, principal-
teacher relationships, and school change. The present
study provides an alternative to such preoccupation in that
it investigates personality characteristics of principals
as they relate to performance feedback. The results of
the study may be important to those charged with the
responsibility of evaluating the performance of principals
and to those interested in the work motivations of prin
cipals. There is a need for more research on the personal
attributes of principals, since they are perhaps in the
most strategic position to implement the goals of an educa—
tional system. This research may aid in filling the gaps
in the literature.
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The Review of Related Literature section is divided
into three parts: (1) Review of Previous Climate Research;
(2) Review of Current Reserach and Alternative Explanations;
and (3) Review of Locus of Control. After the review of
related literature., the paper proceeds to a detailed
description of the procedure and analysis of data. Fol
lowing this, the findings of the study are discussed and
explained. The paper concludes with a summary, discussion,
implications, and recommendations of the study.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Previous Climate Research
Organizational climate is perhaps one of the most
researched topics in organizational behavior literature.
It has been used as both an intervening and moderating
variable, although its principle use has been as a dependent
or an independent variable. Defining the climate construct
has been a source of disagreement among many researchers and
the literature reveals no shortage of definitions.
Gibson et al., find Forehand and Gilmer’s definition to be
useful: Organizational climate is the set of characteristics
that describes an organization and that (a) distinguishes
the organization from other organizations, (b) is relatively
enduring over time, and (c) influences the behavior of
individuals in the organization) Gibson et al., tend to
agree that organizational climate helps to shape the attitudes
and expectations about the organization for the individual
employee. One is able to extrapolate from their thinking that
‘Garlie A. Forehand and B. Von Hailer Gilmer, “Environ—
mental Variation in Studies of Organizational Behavior,”
cited by James L. Gibson, John M~. Ivancevich, and James H.
Donnelly Jr., Organizations: Behavior, Structure, Processes.
(Ontario: Irwin Dorsey Limited, 1979), p. 525.
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organizational climate has a definite link to the behavior,
structure, and processes of the organization. Hoy and
Miskel, in Educational Administration: Theory, Research,
and Practices, 1978, are similar in their thinking that
organizational climate is the set of internal characteristics
that distinguishes one school from another, and influences
the behavior in it. Speaking strictly of educational
institutions, they argue that climate is the end product of
school groups——students, teachers, administrators--as they
work to balance the organizational and individual dimensions
of a social system.
Helireigel and Slocom synthesize the definitions of
several writers thusly:
Organizational climate refers to the set
of attributes which can be perceived
about a particular organization and/or
it subsystems and that can be deduced
from the way that the organization and/or
its subsystems deal with their members
and environments.1
To delimit their definition, the authors identify several
salient features: (a) perceptual responses sought are pri
marily descriptive; (b) the level of inclusiveness of items,
scales and constructs is macro, rather than micro; (c) the
unit of analysis tends to be the organization, rather than
the individual; and (d) the perceptions have potential
behavioral consequences.
1Hellriegel and Slocom, “Organizational Climate,”
p. 256.
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A common thread runs through this and other definitions
of organizational climate: It has a definite effect on the
behavior of people in the organization. Theoretical support
for this assumption can be gleaned from the vernacular used
by Douglas McGregor in The Human Side of Enterprise, 1960.
In explicating his now classic Theory X and Theory Y,
McGregor holds that if employees are lazy, indifferent,
unwilling to accept responsibility, the cause lies in manage
ment’s methods of organization and control.
A number of research studies provide evidence of the
assumption that organizational attributes are the cause,
rather than the consequende of behavior. Hellreigel and
Slocom, as cited earlier, report that job satisfaction varies
according to employees’ perceptions of organizational climate.
Studies by Friedlander and Margulies, Kacka and Kirk, Snieder,
Cawsey, and Pritchard and Karasick are cited as clearly
indicating that satisfaction is related to organizational
climate in terms of interpersonal relations, group cohesive
ness, task involvement, and the like.1 Taylor and Bowers
used causal analysis (cross—lag correlational technique) to
investigate the relationship. They found that, “. . . organi
zational climate shows evidence of being more the cause of,
‘The studies are summarized in Helireigel and Slocom,
“Organizational Climate,” pp. 264-269. Helireigel and.
Slocom did not draw a conclusion of causal inference.
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rather than caused by satisfaction.’ Hand, Richards and
Slocom conducted a longitudinal study on forty-two middle
managers and found that managers with positive perceptions
of their organizations were later found to have greater
acceptance of self and others than managers with less
positive perceptions.2 In each of these studies, the direc
tion of causal inference is from the organization to the
individual.
The literature on the relationship between organiza
tional climate and performance is neither as clear, nor as
persuasive as that for job satisfaction. Perhaps some of
the difficulties stem from problems inherent in measuring
performance in general, but many of the difficulties obtain
from the conflicting results found in some studies. Hall
and Lawler, for example, found that high producing units
tend to be hard, rather than soft; dominant, rather than
submissive; and competitive, rather than cooperative.3
In contrast, the results of a study by Friedlander and
Greenberg revealed that effective organizational behavior
was associated with a supportive climate. Investigating 478
1James C. Taylor and David D. Bowers, Survey of Organi
zations: Toward a Machine Scored, Standardized Questionnaire
Instrument (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, Institute of
Social Research, 1970), p.
2Hubert H. Hand, John W. Slocom, et al., “Organiza
tional Climate and the Effectiveness of a Human Relations
Program,” Academy of Management Journal 16 (1973): 185-195.
3F. Friedlander and S. Greenberg, “Effects on Job Atti
tude, Training and Organizational Climate on the Performance
of the Hard-Core Unemployed,” Journal of Applied Psychology 55
(1971) : 287—295.
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hard—core unemployed workers, they found that workers who
perceived their organizational climate as more supportive
rated their supervisors as more favorable in job training
and more effective than workers who perceived the climate
as less supportive.1
Such conflicting results have indeed added to the lack
of clarity in the relationship between climate and perfor
mance, but the problem is compounded by correlational
studies which tend to establish a relationship but provide
only an assumed causal inference. The basis of much of our
knowledge about organizational climate is the correlational
study. Typically, a questionnaire is administered to
individuals to obtain their perceptions of the organization’s
climate and assumed to have some direct effect on behavior.
Both Katz and Kahn, and Katz, Maccoby, and Morse studied
the various effects of supervisory style on productivity and
morale. The general techniques used were an analysis of
work groups with high and low productivity. Katz, Maccoby,
and Morse found that managers of high sections in an office
setting were more likely to give and receive general, rathe.r
than close supervision; to like the amount of authority and
responsibility; to spend more time in supervision; and to be
1Douglas Hail and. Edward Lawler, “Unused Potential in
•Research and Development Organizations,” •Research Management
12 (1969) : 339—354.
—24—
employee-, rather than production—oriented.1 The assumed
causal inference is again that certain supervisory styles
affect certain behaviors in subordinates.
The evidence that organizational climate is related
to performance is clear. The difficulty in making causal
inferences from the relationship is often just as apparent.
Stone discusses the problem:
In non-experimental studies, the investi
gator concomitantly measures both the
independent and dependent variables. If
the two are related to one another, the
conclusion that the independent variable
is responsible for changes in the dependent
variable is often advanced. Since the
researcher often knows little or nothing
about numerous other variables that might
be impacting on either or both of the
study’s ‘independent’ or ‘dependent’
variables, the conclusion of a causal
relationship between the two is totally
unjustified. 2
Some experimental studies are reported in the litera
ture. Frederiksen and Litwin and Stringer carried out
laboratory experiments investigating the effect of organiza
tional climate. Frederiksen used an In—Basket technique with
120 middle managers to assess the impact of organizational
climate on administrative performance. The climates studied
‘Daniel Katz and Robert L. Kahn, “Leadership Practices
in Relation to Productivity and Morale,” in Group Dynamics:
Research and Theory, D. D. Cartwright and A. Zander, eds.
(Evanston: Row Peterson, 1953); Daniel Katz, Nathan Maccoby,
and Nancy C. Morse, Productivity, Supervision, and Morale in
an Office Situation, Part I (Ann Arbor: Darel Press, SRC,
1950) .
2Eugene F. Stone, Research Methods in Organizational
Behavior (Santa Monica: Goodyear Publishing Company, 1978),
p. 104.
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were concerned with type of supervision and encouragement
of innovation. Measures ofthe dependent veriable (adminis
trative performance) were scored on such categories of
performance as work accomplished, number of imaginative
courses of action taken, tendency to take precipitate action,
control of subordinates and following suggestions. The first
treatment dichonomy was either a highly innovative, “low
rules” climate, or a climate which was high structured and
rules—oriented. The second treatment dichonomy dealt with
closeness of supervision versus an autonomous, democratic
environment. The results of the study are summarized below:
1. Innovative climates yield greater productivity.
2. Innovative climates yield more predictable
performance.
3. Subjects working in a consistent climate had
more predictable performance than those working
in a non—consistent climate.
4. Subjects employ different work methods depend
ing on the climate. Climates which promoted
greater freedom had administrators who dealt
with employees in a more personal and direct
sense, while in the restrictive climate, adminis
trators tended to work through more formal
channels. 1
Litwin and Stringer used leadership as an independent
variable and organizational climate as an intervening variable
in their simulated study of three industrial firms. Forty
five subjects competed in an industrial market where three
‘Norman Frederiksen, Ollie Jensen, et al., Organiza-.
tional Climate and Administrative Performance (Princeton:
Educational Testing Service, 1968), pp. 336-359.
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climates were created: (a) an authoritarian-structured
climate; (b) a democratic friendly climate; and (3) an
achieving-business climate. The presidents of the firms
displayed corresponding attitudes and orientations. These
climates, once created, had marked effects on performance,
satisfaction, and motivation. According to Litwin and
Stringer, perceived organizational climate aroused motiva
tion, causing emergent behavior which resulted in various
consequences for the organization. Such consequences were
identified as satisfaction, productivity or performance,
and retention or turnover. The achieving climate had the
greatest effect on performance, while the authoritarian and
friendly climate yielded low and moderate levels of perfor
mance, respectively. 1
Current Climate Research
Previous climate research and current theories of
organizational climate have sought to explain the impact of
organizational attributes on subordinate satisfaction and
performance. As can be shown from the above discussion,
whether stated implicitly or explicitly, the assumption has
been that the organization and it processes have a direct
or main effect on workers’ behavior. While much of this
research respresents the prototype of organizational theory,
‘George Litwin and Robert Stringer, Motivation and
Organizational. Climate (Boston: Division of Research,
Graduate School of Business Administration, Harvard Univer
sity, 1968)
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some researchers have begun to question this most widely
held assumption. Some, although not many, have suggested
that the organization and the individual have reciprocal
effects on each other. Wolf, in an address to the American
Psychological Association in Chicago, Illinois, 1975, asks
the same question. In a provocative speech entitled,
“Causal Analysis of Job Perceptions and Performance Using
Intervening Variables of Goals and Rewards,” he asks,
“Simply, do job perceptions act as a cause or consequence of
job performance?” His data tend to suggest that both
hypotheses may be true.
The debate over causal inference in organizational
behavior has become quite active and lively. Greene, among
others, has expressed his disenchantment with the current
state of leadership theories and research. According to
Greene, much of the interest in the topic is premised by the
assumption that leader behavior constitutes an important
determinant of organizational effectiveness——via the direct
influence that the leader has on subordinate behavior,
particularly job performance. He expresses some difficulty
in accepting this premise as he asserts:
Unfortunately, however, much of the research
conducted on this subject has been disappoint
ing in at least two ways. First, most of the
• investigations have yielded nonsignificant
results (e.g., static correlations between
leader behavior and subordinate performance,
or satisfaction, extending from near zero to
.30). Second, there have been several recent
studies (Crowe, Bochner, and Clark, 1972;
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Farris and Lim., 1969; Greene, 1973b,
1975a, and Lowin and Craig, 1968) which
have provided evidence that it is the
subordinate, not the leader, who exerts
greater influence on the other’s
behavior. I
Three assumptions of causality are prevalent in the litera
ture: (1) Organizational attributes cause significant
changes in member behavior, (2) Member behavior causes
significant changes in organizational attributes (for
example, leader behaviors), and (3) The relationship is a
reciprocal one in which each exerts an influence on the other.
There is ample evidence to support each assumption and some
of our most firmly held and perhaps sacred, beliefs are
rooted in the theoretical foundations supported by these
assumptions; consider, for example, Social Exchange Theory,
theoretically rooted in the work of such giants as Blau,
Homans, and Thibaut and Kelley.2 The behaviors of both
leaders and subordinates can be considered as investments
for which each has anticipated rewards. It is related to
what Schein calls a “psychological contract.”3 The essence
‘Charles N. Greene, “Disenchantment with Leadership
Research: Some Causes, Recommendations, and Alternative
Directions,” in Leadership: The Cutting Edge (Crarbondale:
Southern University Press, 1975) eds. J. G. Hunt and
L. L. Larson, p. 5.7.
2Peter M. Blau., Exchange and Power in Social Life
(New York: Wiley, 1964); George Homans, Social Behavior:
Its Elementary Forms (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and World,
1961); John W. Thi~ut and.Harold H.. Kelley, The Social
Psychology of Groups (New York.: McGraw-Hill, 1967).
3Edgar Schein, Organizational Psychology (Englewood
Cliffs: Prentice—Hall, Inc., 1970), pp. 12—13.
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of such a contract is that the individual has a variety of
expectations of the organization and the organizaton has a
variety of expectations of the individual. As the contract
is fulfilled, each entity, the organization and the individ
ual, exerts influence on each other’s behavior.
A large body of literature, however, suggests that the
subordinate or his personal characteristics exert greater
influence on the organization. Interested in this influence
on leadership, Farris, and Lim investigated the effect of
performance feedback on leadership, cohesiveness, influence,
satisfaction and subsequent performance. With 200 manage
ment students role playing the “Change in Work Procedures
Case,” they generated five hypotheses, aniong.which are the
following:
1. Leaders told that they have high producing
groups will be seen by their subordinates
as showing more “good” leader behavior than
leaders told that they have low producing
groups.
2. Subordinates in the high performance condition
will have more influence during group dis
cussions and be more satisfied with their
influence than subordinates in the low perfor
mance groups.
3. Groups in the high performance condition will
be more cohesive than groups in the low perfor
mance condition.
By manipulating knowledge of performance, they found strong
evidence to support their hypotheses. In general, perceptions
of performance significantly affected subordinates’ perceptions
of leader behavior, influence, and cohesiveness. They conclud
ed that the findings of the study show that performance
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affects most aspects of leader behavior, especially support,
interaction, facilitation, and cohesiveness. Moreover,
they found that high past performance and the resulting
leader behavior are associated with greater group cohesive
ness and higher job satisfaction.1
One of the implications of the Farris and Lim study
is that if leadership theory, and thus its effect on subordi
nate performance, is to be fully understood, it must be
studied as both a dependent and an independent variable.
Sharing a similar concern, Lorin and Craig manipulated
subordinate performance and managerial style and found
support for the hypothesis that subordinate performance shapes “
closeness of supervision, initiating structure, and considera—
tion for subordinates. One very interesting aspect of their
study is the theoretical support they offer for their
hypothesis; a functional view of attitudes. Accordingly,
they argue that positive attitudes develop toward objects
that are instrumental to motive attainment and that corre
sponding assumptions can be extended to the manager-subordi—
nage relationship. Their analysis is especially suitable in
formal organizations where managerial success is contingent
on subordinate performance. As such, the more valuable a
subordinate is to the attainment of organizational goals, and
‘George F. Farris and Francis G. Lim, “Effects of Per
formance on Leadership, Cohesiveness, Influence, Satisfaction,
and Subsequent Performance,” Journal of Applied Psychology 53
(1969): 490—497.
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the greater the eventual goal attainment for the manager,
the more positive the manager’s attitude toward the
subordinate. In essence, they suggest that managers respond
differently to those individuals who are considered more
valuable to the organization’s goals and thus to their own
success. As further support for their assumptions, and in
keeping with recent social psychological emphasis in organiza
tion theory, Lorin and Craig discuss theories of cognitive
consistency:
A Heider (1958)—Newcomb (1959)-type cognitive
consistency model of interpersonal attraction
would argue that a shared orientation toward
some common object (manager desires high
productivity--subordinate is highly productive)
would elicit positive affect by one actor
(manager) toward the other.l
Bern’s work in Social Psychology also provides a theoret
ical framework~with.in which an alternative explanation of the
relation between the individual and the organization can be
viewed. Bern considers self—perception the dependent variable
of human performance. His reasoning. suggests that the oft-
held assumption that attitudes and beliefs cause the behaviors
with which they are associated may be questionable. He quotes
recent research studies where the direction of causality may
be reversed. Through a series of experiments, Bern demon
strated that self—descriptive statements can be based on the
individual’s observations of his own overt behavior and the
1Aaron Lorin and James R. Craig, “The Influence of
Performance on Managerial Style.: An Experimental Object-
Lesson in the Ambiguity of Correlational Data,” Organiza
tional Behavior and Human Performance 3 (1968): 443.
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external stimulus conditions under which it occurs. The
implication of Bern’s work is that to the extent that internal
stimuli are not controlling, the individual’s attitude state
ments may be regarded as inferences drawn from observations
of his own overt behavior.1 Jones and Harris similarly
predicted and confirmed that there is a tendency for people
to attribute attitudes in line with behavior.2 These find
ings are somewhat counter to the assumption that behavior is
a consequence of one’s beliefs and attitudes. The work of
Bern and Jones and Harris open a question relative to the
“Knowledge of performance causes systematic changes in
perceptions” hypothesis: If behavior is a cause, rather than
a consequence of one’s attitudes and beliefs, is it not
possible that one’s knowledge of performance (behavior) in an
organization may affect his perceptions of that organization?
Some recent research has suggested that attributional pro
cesses, or Attribution Theory, of which Bern’s Self—Perception
Theory is a special case, may influence the relationship.
That is to say, attributional processes may represent a
source of variance which results from differing perceptions
of organizational attributes of those responding and differing
attributions of meaning to those characteristics. People have
1Daryl Bern, “Self-Perception: The Dependent Variable of
Human Performance,” Organizational Behavior and. Human Perf or—
mance 2 (1067): 105—121.
2Edward E. Jones and Victor A. Harris, “Attribution of
Attitudes,” Journal of Experimental and Social Psychology 3
(1967): 1—27.
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a need to make sense out. of their everyday experiences. To
do so they develop a naive or conirnon sense psychology about
cause-effect relationships. Operating on this naive psychol
ogy, they make characteristic attributions about the dis
positional properties of other people and things.1
Perceptions of leadership may be the point in question.
Occupants of leader positions come to assume symbolic value,
and attributes of causality to these positions may serve to
reinforce the organizational meaning which provides order,
simplicity, or controllability. Many researchers have in
fact turned to Attribution Theory to explain organization-
individual phenomena.
Attribution Theory is a theory of the relationship
between person perception and interpersonal behavior. Kelley
has suggested that all judgments of the type, “Property X
characterizes Entity Y” can be viewed as causal attributions?
Attribution Theory is mainly concerned with the cognitive
processes by which the individual interprets behavior as
being caused by (attributed to) relevant parts of the environ
ment. The impetus for the theory is how one assigns enduring
traits to himself, other persons, or things.
Mitchell, Larson, and Green have suggested that many
of the findings in leadership literature may be confounded by
an attributional process. They hypothesized that perceptions
‘Fritz Heider, The Psychology of. Interpersonal
Relations (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1958).
2Harold H. Kelley, “The Process of Causal Attribution,”
1~merican Psychologist (February 1973): 107.
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of good performance could lead to higher ratings on leader
behavior and situational measures than would perceptions
of poor good performance. Three studies were conducted in
which subjects were led to believe that a group either per
formed well or poorly. They were then asked to rate the
leader on The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire
(Stogdill, 1963) and some situational variables (Situational
Favorableness as assessed by Fiedler, 1967). The authors
confirmed their hypothesis with respect to situational
variables but the leader behavior results were somewhat
mixed.1 The significance of the study is that individuals
will use performance cues to ascribe characteristics to
other people or organizations.
A widely quoted study in current organization and
leadership theory, and one from. which the present study
was derived, is that of Barry M. Staw. Staw posited the
specific attribution theory that individuals will use
knowledge of performance as a cue by which they attribute
characteristics to themselves, their work groups, and
organizations. He further suggests that, “Performance
is a potent independent variable and many of the correla
tions between performance and self—report data may be
accounted for by the following causal sequence: Level of
‘Terrence R. Mitchell, James R. Larson, and Stephen
G. Green, “Leader Behavior, Situational Moderators, and
Group Performance: An Attributional Analysis,” Organiza
tional Behavior and Human Performance (1977): 254-268.
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Performance—~ Attributions of Characteristics—~ Self-Report
of Characteristics.”’ Mainly interested in the causes of
performance, he~ predicted that according to Attribution
Theory, self-report data on organizational characteristics
may actually represent the consequences, rather than the
determinants of performance. To test his predictions, he
conducted an experiment in which knowledge of performance
(positive vs negative) was the manipulated variable. Working
with a random selection of college students, he assigned
groups to the responsibility of completing the “Financial
Puzzle Task.” The results of the study showed that while the
actual performance of the control and experimental groups.~ did
not differ, those who had been assigned high, rather than low
performance feedback had higher scores on self—report measures
of ability, cohesiveness, influence, communication, and open
ness to change. Staw commented at the close of his studythat
if knowledge of performance causes individuals to attribute
one set of characteristics to successful groups or individ
uals and another set to unsuccessful groups or individuals,
it might be risky to posit. that self-report data on these
characteristics accurately represent the causal determinants
of behavior.
The present study seeks to test Staw’s attribution
hypothesis but considers the moderating effect of Locus of
Control on the relatIonship. it is generally felt that
‘Barry M. Staw, “Attribution of Causes of Performance,”
p. 416.
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personality and situational determinants jointly affect
perceptions but much of the current theory on organizational
functioning deals. only summarily with different modalities
of individual personality. A growing body of literature
considers Locus of Control as a contingency factor in
organizational behavior.
Locus of Control is a generalized expectancy for
internal versus external control of reinforcement. Julian B.
Rotter is accredited with much of the research on the subject.
Rotter holds that, “The role of reinforcement, reward, or
gratification is universally recognized by students of human
nature as a crucial one in the acquisition and performance
of knowledge and skills.” A key concept in his work is that
an event or reward may be considered differently by individ
uals who possess differential Locus of Control. Rotter
suggests that the degree to which one person perceives an
event or reward depends on whether its occurrence is the
result of his own behavior and/or attributes or the result
forces external to himself. The individual who believes that
his outcomes are determined by forces internal to himself is
said to have a relatively internal Locus of Control. The
individual who believes that his outcomes are determined by
forces external to himself is said to have a relatively
external Locus of Control, Of import to studies of Locus of
‘Julian B. Rotter, “Generalized Expectancy for Internal
versus External Control of Reinforcement,” Psychological
Monographs so (1966): 1.
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control is Rotter’s suggestion that a reinforcement acts
to strengthen an expectancy that a particular behavior
will be followed by a reinforcement in the future. These
expectations, as the discussion goes, generalize from a
specific situation to a series of situations which are
related or similar. Thus, “A generalized expectancy for a
class of related events has functional properties and makes
up one of the important classes of personality descriptions.”1
As a personality variable, Locus of Control should affect
perceptions and behavior. Individuals with differential
locus of control should not only behave differently under
certain conditions, but should also perceive those conditions
differently according to whether the circumstances surround
ing the event are seen as the result of internal or external
forces. That such situations lead to predictable differences
has been demonstrated by Phares; Rotter, Liverant and Crowne;
Holden and Rotter; and James and Rotter.2 It has been shown
that the individual who is internally controlled is more
likely to take social action to better his life situation;
to attend to, and •to learn and remember information that
affects his future goals; to be generally concerned with his
abilities, particularly his failures; and to have greater
need for independence. The literature on locus of control
‘Ibid., p. 2.
2These findings and studies are discussed by Julian
Rotter and Ray C. Muiry, “Internal versus External Control
of Reinforcement and Decision Time,” Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology 2 (1965): 598—6~.
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is voluminous arid no attempt is made here to provide a com
prehensive survey. The reader is referred to several
excellent reviews by Rotter, Leftcourt, Joe, and Procuik and
Lussier.1 The primary focus of interest in the present
study is on those research studies which support the hypothe
sis that individuals who have differential locus of control
will exhibit differential behaviors...in the work setting.
A number of investigators of work motivation have been
interested in the possession of job-related and other type
instrumental information which may be connected to one’s
belief systems. As implicity stated earlier, there is
evidence to suggest that the individual who actively seeks
out information is one who believes that his outcomes are
determined by his own internal forces.2 Organ and Green
were interested in the interrelationships among locus of
control, role ambiguity, and job satisfaction. Role
ambiguity refers to an individual’s feelings about the
degree of uncertainty in his organizational role obligations.
Organ and Green sought to answer such questions as (a) Do
‘Juljan B. Rotter, “Generalized Expectancy,”; Herbert M.
Leftcourt, “Internal versus External Control of Reinforcement:
a Review,” Psychological Bulletin 65 (1966): 206-220;
Victor C. Joe, “Review of Internal-External Control Construct
As A Personality Variable,” Psychological Reports 28 (1971):
619-640; Terry J. Procuik and Richard J. Lussier, “Internal-
External Locus of Control: An Analysis and Bibliography of
Two Years of Research (1973-1974),” PSychological Reports 37
(1975) : 1323—1337.
2See Rotter, “Generalized Expectancy,” for discussion.
—39—
internals report less role ambiguity than externals, (b) Do
internals also report greater job satisfaction than externals,
(c) If the answers to the first questions are affirmative,
is there a relationship between locus of control and satis
faction when controlling for role ambiguity, and (d) Which
variable—locus of control or role ambiguity provides the
greater independent contribution to variance in satisfac
tion?’ To answer these questions they used a sample of
ninety-four senior scientists from the research, development,
and engineering divisions of a large manufacturing company.
The subjects responded to questions relating to role ambi
guity, Locus of Control, and work satisfaction. The results
of the study revealed that locus of control is related to
both role and ambiguity and satisfaction and that locus of
control provided a greater independent contribution to
satisfaction than did role ambiguity. It was noted, however,
that although role ambiguity may elicit negative attitudes
that are specific to the task and work behavior, it does
not generalize to the individual’s overall attitudes con
cerning the organization. It is of import to the present
study that locus of control contributes more significantly to
the differences in job satisfaction than does role ambi
guity.
Of further import is a study by Phares, Ritchie, and
Davis concerned with internal—external control and reaction
1Dennis W. Organ and Charles N. Green, “Role of .Ambi
guity, Locus of Control, and Work Satisfaction,” Journal of
Applied Psychology 59 (1974): 101—102.
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to threat.1 Since internals tend to believe that they are
more effective agents in determining their rewards and
externals, on the other hand, tend to believe that forces
beyond their control determine the occurrence of their
reinforcements, the manner in which these individuals react
to threat may be instrumental to an hypothesis regarding
performance feedback. Phares, Ritchie, and Davis discussed
the I-E construct in relation to psychopathological phenomena.
They suggest thatto believe that one has little or no control
over the occurrence of reinforcements seems similar to what
has been called rationalization. According to these authors,
a belief in external control of reinforcement could represent
a means of escaping punishment by attributing the cause to
external forces. It could further suggest a tendency to
evade responsibility for anticipated negative reinforcements.
Phares. et al., used these and similar ideas to examine the
relationship between internal—external control and one’s
reaction to threat. They predicted that (a) When confronted
by threatening material which presents a challenge to one’s
view of himself, an external will react with less anxiety
than will an internal, (b) When both adverse and positive
material is presented, the external will forget less of the
adverse material than the internal, and (c) When given the
opportunity to take overt remedial action as regards
1Jerry Phares, D. Elaine Ritchie, and William L. Davis,
“internal—External Control and Reaction to Threat,” Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology io (1968): 4O2-~4O5.
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personal shortcomings, internals will show greater tendency
to do so than externals.’ Contrary to their predictions,
however, they found no differences in the degree of anxiety
after reading threatening material (individualized reports
containing both positive and negative aspects of their
personality). They did find that externals recalled signif
icantly more of the negative materials than internals.
Another finding was that internals showed a greater willing
ness to engage in remedial behaviors to confront their
problems. The authors also found considerable support for
the tendency of internals to more actively seek information
relevant to problem solving and to better utilize this infor
mation than externals. Such qualities seem particularly
desirable in managers and leaders. The results of this study
generally support the hypothesis that internals tend to
agree to more confronting behavior.
Watson and Baumal were interested in the degree of
congruence between environmentally determined locus of
control and the individual’s preference for, or appraisal
of such circumstances. For them a congruent situation is one
in which a person’s expectation concerning an agency of
control is confirmed. Watson and Baumal hypothesized that
individuals in incongruent situations become anxious,
and that this emotion interferes with their performance on
1lbid., p. 403.
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complex tasks.” The rationale used for their study was
that the locus of control scale used to determine one’s
expectations for contrql of reinforcement may also be their
preferred situations. They reasoned that if one group of
persons prefers internal control, while another group of
persons prefers external control, this may be a reflection
of their preference for situations which maximize their
outcomes, that is, for situations in which they feel most
comfortable. To test their hypothesis, female subjects who
were split on I—E scores, learned a list of paired—associate
nonsense syllables either under instructions that those
associates learned would later serve as avoidance responses,
subject to their learning skill, or would sometimes serve as
avoidance responses to be determined by chance. The results
of the study revealed that internals made more errors when
they anticipated not having control over later situations,
while externals made more errors when they anticipated
possessing control over the later situation. The authors
concluded that “It appears that IC subjects are more concerned
about their performance when they are in situations in which
they do not have control. . •, while EC subjects show more
concern in situations in which they do possess control.”2
‘David Watson and Evelyn Baumal, “Effects of Locus of
Control and Expectation of Future Control Upon Present Per




This conclusion becomes particularly relevant when applied
to principals working in public schools, if not to other
educational administrators. The loose—coupling of schools,
as suggested by Weick and Bidwell, when considered along
with the educational bureaucracies within which schools are
embedded, may present potential threats to the administrator
who is internally—oriented. Forhirn, the school may
represent a situation in which he perceives his performance
as not being totally under his control. According to the
conclusions drawn by Watson and Baumal, he should show more
concern about his performance than the administrator who is
externally controlled. Performance feedback then, may have
a greater effect on his perceptions than those of the EC
administrator. On the other hand, the IC administrator,
according to definitions of the construct, should be less
likely to feel that his outcomes (successful performance)
are constrained by the bureaucracy, than the EC administrator.
This could suggest that his perceptions are least likely to
be affected by performance feedback. It could be argued,
however, that the latter affect is greater for negative than
positive feedback.
Kimmons and Greenhaus proposed that locus of control
would moderate the relationship between job satisfaction
and certain work characteristics. The work characteristics
investigated were feedback, autonomy, performance—reward
connections, and job involvement. One hundred ninety three
managers in a large utility company were separated into
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groups of internals and externals and administered question
naires containing items from the Job Dimensions Checklist
(Suzansky, 1974), Porter and Lawler’s three-item scale, and
Lodahl and Kejner’s (1965) scale..1 The authors predicted
that (a) there would be a stronger relationship between
degree of autonomy present on a job and the level of
satisfaction for internals than externals, (b) there would
be a stronger relationship between the degree of feedback
and level of satisfaction on the job for internals than
externals, (c) there would be a stronger relationship between
the likelihood of performance—reward contingencies on the job
for internals than externals, and Cd) there would be a
stronger relationship between the degree of involvement and
the level of job satisfaction for internal than externals.
It was found that internals perceived more autonomy, feedback,
involvement, and performance—reward contingencies on the job
than externals. Locus of control, however, did not moderate
the relationship between each of the work characteristics
and job satisfaction.
Runyon. predicted IC and EC subjects would react to
different styles of supervision differentiated along a
continuum from directive to participative. Because of the
wide-spread interest in leadership research, this prediction
1Gary Kimmons and Jeffrey H. Greenhaus, “Relationship
Between Locus of Control and Reactions of Employees to
Work Characteristics,” Psychological Reports 39 (1976):
815—820.
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has perhaps generated more interest than others mentioned.
The findings relative to this prediction are also of greater
import to the present study; since it proposes that internals
will perceive their organization as more. participative than
will externals under knowledge of performance. Runyon’s
purpose was to investigate the interaction between manage
ment style and the personality variable, Locus of Control,
on the attitudes of employees toward their immediate super
visor and toward their work. The two dependent variables
were satisfaction with supervision and job involvement.
Satisfaction with supervision was found to be a function of
the interaction between management style and employ~e
internality. Job involvement was found to be related directly
to employee internality, with the interaction of management
style and employee internality having a negligible effect.’
Mitchell, Smyser, and Weed attempted to confirm previous
findings on locus of control in the work setting, Runyon’s
results were among those tested. Their first hypothesis
suggested that internals would be more satisfied with their
jobs than externals and the hypothesis was clearly supported
by the results obtained. Internals had significantly higher
overall job satisfac.tion scores than externals. The second
hypothesis dealt with differential satisfaction with
1Kenneth E. Runyon, “Some Interactions Between Person
ality Variables and Management Style,” Journal of Applied
Psychology 57 (1973): 288—294.
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supervision, depending on whether the subjects were working
under a participatory or more directive management style.
Internal and externals were tested under both styles. As
the authors predicted, there was significant interaction.
Using an analysis of variance technique, they found that
internals were more satisfied with participatory management
than externals, but both were more satisfied under high,
rather than low participation.
A third hypothesis generated in the study was that
internals would see a stronger relationship between what they
did and what happened to them on the job. As predicted,
internals were found to have higher expectancy, instrumen
tality, and control scores than externals. In their
discussion of this set of results, the authors argued that
internals believe that working hard is more likely to lead
to good performance; that good performance is more likely to
lead to reward; and that they are likely to have more control
over what happens to them on the job, than externals. The
fourth hypothesis suggested that internal supervisors will
use a persuasive power—base, while externals will use a
more coer ive power base. The fifth and last hypothesis
suggested that internal managers would use more considerate
behaviors, while external managers would use more structuring
behaviors. Each of these hypotheses was similarly confirmed.1
‘Terrence R. Mitchell, Charles M. Smyser and Stan E.
Weed, ~Locus of Control: Supervision and Work Satisfaction,”
Academy of Management Journal 18 (1975): 623-630.
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The overall result of the Mitchell et al., study was fairly
consistent. The authors drew a number of conclusions from
their study. The results, when combined with path-goal
findings, suggest that externals may generally be more
dissatisfied with organizational life than internals
because they may perceive little control over those organi
zational outcomes that are important to them. If internals
enjoy and prefer working in a more participative environment,
one would anticipate that they will use a more participative,
non—coercive style when they become managers. Although
weakly supported, the authors suggested that internals may
be more considerate than externals.
Data gathered in this study tend to support the
hypotheses generated, although they were not very strong.
The authors cautioned that the amount of variance controlled
by the I-E construct is very little. Nonetheless, this and
similar studies concerned with the I—E construct provide some
tentative hypotheses regarding behavioral differences among
individuals who are determined to be internally- or externally
controlled.
Summary of Related Literature
The present study seeks to investigate the relationship
between knowledge of performance and the ascription of
organizational characteristics. it is hypothesized that
knowledge of performance significantly affects perceptions of
organizational characteristics, and that the extent to which
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this occurs is influenced by one’s locus of control of
reinforcement. This hypothesis runs counter to some of our
most commonly held assumptions about individual-organiza
tional linkages; namely that the organization has direct and
main effects on performance. It seemed necessary to review
some of the research studies which support these assumptions
and to establish a theoretical framework within which
alternative explanations could be viewed. To this end,
previous and current research studies were reviewed. Locus
of control as a personality construct was also considered in
the review. The research on locus of control is so extensive
that it was decided to review only those studies that have
specific relevance to the present study. The study makes
no attempt to discount previous organizational theories and
research; rather it seeks to add to a growing body of knowl
edge which suggests a reversed causal inference in the
relationship between the organization and the individual.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This study was designed to investigate the relation
ship between knowledge of performance, Locus of Control, and
perceptions of organizational characteristics. Specifically,
it sought to investigate the effect of knowledge of perfor
mance on perceptions of organizational climate in internally-
and externally-oriented public school principals. It was
hypothesized that employees will use lay theories of perfor
mance as cues by which they describe themselves, their work
groups, and their organizations. It was further posited
that the extent to which this process occurs is influenced
by the personality variable, Locus of Control.
The independent and moderating variables of the study
were knowledge of performance and Locus of Control,
respectively. The dependent variable was perceptions of
organizational climate.
The relationship between these variables, the effect
of knowledge of performance and Locus of Control on
perceptions of organizational climate was appropriately
tested by a two—factor Analysis of Variance for independent














The subjects of the study were elementary, middle, and
high school principals employed by the Atlanta Public Schools
System. This sample consisted of 25 males and 15 females
whose ages ranged from 42 to 65 years, with two subjects
retiring at the end of this school year. Educational
preparation included two doctorate degrees, twenty—one
masters degrees, and seventeen specialists degrees, all of
which were earned in Educational Administration or its
eguivalance. The ratio of black to white principals was
approximately equal. The distribution of sample schools was
twenty—eight elementary schools, four middle schools, and
eight high schools.
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Rotter’s I—E Scale was used to obtain measures of the
moderator variable, Locus of Control; Likert’s Profile of
Organizational Characteristics was used to obtain measures
of the independent and dependent variables, knowledge of
performance and perceptions of organizational climate.
Sixty schools were randomly selected from a population
of 127 schools in the Atlanta system, using a table of random
numbers. The POC and I-E Scale were mailed to the sixty
principals along with an appropriate set of instructions and
a self—addressed envelop. Of the I—E Scales returned,
twenty—eight were scored internally-oriented and twenty-nine
were scored externally—oriented. For the study sample, the
upper and lower thirds of each group were selected with the
middle third excluded. Locus of Control is an attribute
variable and cannot be randomized. Consequently, the
Internals and Externals were randomly assigned to the treat
ment and non—treatment groups.
Procedures
Authorization to conduct the study was granted by the
Research and Evaluation Department of the Atlanta Public
Schools System. Knowledge of performance was the manipulated
variable. In order to establish the parameters of the experi
ment, it was necessary to devise some means of assessing the
performance of the principals. This step had to be taken
with extreme care, since the Atlanta system was implementing
a Reduction in Force Policy. On the one hand, the. subjects
—52—
were apprehensive about any kind of evaluation and particu
larly concerned about their right to privacy and anonymity
of the data. On the other hand, it was felt unwise to use
performance ratings by the subjects’ superiors in an experi
mental study, whether real or assumed. For these reasons,
it was decided to use performance ratings secured from
teachers and to use positive versus no performance as
opposed to the more commonly used positive versus negative
performance.
The study sample was convened at a central location.
Before they were assigned to their respective groups, the
purpose of the study was explained as follows:
The purpose of this study is to compare the
degree of congruence between teachers’ per
ceptions of the quality of management
inherent in your particular school and the
quality of management inherent in the overall
school system. One of the hypotheses tested
is that personality orientation, in this
study Locus of Control, significantly affects
management style. The scores obtained on
Rotter’s I-E Scale will be used to test this
hypothesis. To provide greater control over
the study, you have been grouped according
to the similarity of your POC scores.
After the group assignments have been made,
my research assistant will escort Group I
to the adjacent room. Separate locations
were selected to facilitate ease in distri
buting materials.
While the research assistant escorted Group I (Treatment
Group) to the adjacent room, the experimenter explained the
most salient features of the POC to Group II (Non—Treatment
Group). After a brief discussion to clarify directions, the
control group was asked to rate the internal functioning
of the overall school system according to their perceptions
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of it. They were cautioned to answer the questions on the
POC as thoroughly and objectively as possible. While the
instructions were given to the nontreatment group, the
treatment group was receiving their packages of information
in the adjacent room. The research assistant returned to
the non-treatment group while the experimenter joined the
treatment group. The assistant was instructed to provide
no information or instructions.
The treatment group was instructed to examine their
packages. Each package contained the same information as
those of the non—treatment group except an assumed profile
of their management style. The discussion with the treat
ment group differed in only one regard, an explanation of
their assumed profile. These profiles were developed by the
experimenter to reflect a highly participative management
style. After the profiles were explained, this group was
also asked to rate the internal functioning of the overall
school system according to their perceptions of it. When
this part of the session was finished, the two groups were
reconvened and all packages were collected. The subjects
were assured confidentiality.
Instrumentation
Profile of Organization~~ Characteristics
Perceptions of organization~~ climate were measured by
Likert’s Profile of Organizatjon.~~ Characteristics The idea
behind the POC is to determine the character of management
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which prevades an organization. This character is measured
by perceptions of selected personnel toward those who are
in authority positions. The assumption is that there are
two kinds of management, broadly interpreted as 1) Authori
tative and 2) Participative. The continuum is further
sub—divided into a) Exploitive-authoritative; b) Benevolent-
authoritative; c) Consultative-participative; and
d) Participative-group. The hypothesis is that an organi
zation functions more effectively, the more it operates in a
participative mode.
Through the analysis of numerous studies, Likert
assembled a critical mass of data which provides strong
support for his concepts and theories, as well as the
reliability and validity of his instrument. The reader is
referred to Likert (1961, 1967) and Likert and Likert (1976)
for further details.1
The particular version of the POC, Form S, used in
this study, measures the character of management along six
dimensions: 1) Leadership; 2) Motivation; 3) Communication;
4) Decision-making; 5) Goals; and 6) Control. Form S of
the POC is a 19 item questionnaire with a scores range of
~I to 304. For the present study, the scores were reduced to
‘Rensjs Likert, New Patterns of Management (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1961); Rensis Likert, The Human
Organizatio~~ Its Management- and Value (New York: McGraw—
Hill Book Company, 1967); Rensis Likert and Jane Gibson
Likert, New Ways of Managing Conflict (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Company, 1976).
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a four point scale ranging from authoritative to participa
tive. The instrument, along with it scoring procedures,
can be found in the Appendix.
The POC was selected because of its appropriateness
as a measure of the dependent variable, perceptions of
organizational climate, its ease of scoring and adminis
tration, and because it measures ortanizational climate
along a continuum from authoritative to participative.
It was hypothesized that internals would perceive their
organizations as more participative than externals. The
instrument offered a clear and concise measure of the
dependent variable.
Internal-External Scale
The final version of the Internal-External Scale is
a 29 item forced choice questionnaire which includes six
filler items designed to make more ambiguous the purpose
of the test. It is designed to measure a person’s belief
about his control of reinforcement. When a reinforcement
or reward is perceived by a subject as following some
action of his own, but not being entirely contingent on
his action, it is typically perceived as the result of
luck, chance, fate, or powerful others. When a belief is
interpreted in this way, it is termed a belief in external
control. When a person perceives that an event is con
tingent on his own behavior or relatively permanent
characteristics, his belief is termed a belief in internal
control.
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The score on the I—E Scale is simply the number of
external choices. The greater the number of external
choices, the greater the degree of externality. The
score range for the I—E Scale is from 1 to 23. For
purposes of the present study, a subject was termed
external if his score fell in the top one third of the
distribution of scores (13 to 18). A subject was termed
internal if his score fell in the lower one third of the
distribution of scores (1 to 6).
Detailed evidence regarding the validity and
reliability of the i-E Scale are given in Rotter (1966)
Biserial item correlation with the total score (that score
removed) is moderate but consistent with most items falling
in the .20 to .30 range. Split-half reliability and test-
retest reliability are consistent and moderately high with
“r’s” in the .65 to .70 range.
Rotter’s Internal—External Scale was selected for
the present study because of its ease in scoring and
administration and because it served the purposes of the
study, to dichonomize subjects into internal-external
belief in control of reinforcement.
‘Rotter, “Generalized Expectancy,” pp. 10-16.
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
The major objective of this study was to investigate
the relationship between knowledge of performance, Locus
of Control, and perceptions of organizational climate.
It was posited that individuals will use knowledge of
performance as a cue in ascribing characteristics to their
organizations and that the extent to which this occurs is
influenced by the personality variable, Locus of Control.
This chapter will, examine the relationship between the
variables through a detailed analysis of three operational
hypotheses, themselves further divided into statistical
hypotheses.
To provide the reader with as clear presentation as
possible, each of the three operational hypotheses are
restated along with its research hypothesis:
H1: Perceptions of organizational climate
will be significantly affected by
knowledge of performance.
HO1: Perceptions of organizational climate
will not be significantly affected by
knowledge of performance.
H2: Perceptions of organizational climate




HO2: Perceptions of organizational climate
will not be significantly affected by
one’s Locus of Control.
H3: Knowledge of performance will have a
significantly greater effect on per
ceptions of organizational climate in
internally-oriented subjects than in
externally-oriented subjects.
HO3: Knowledge of performance will not have
a significantly greater effect on per
ceptions of organizational climate in
internally-oriented subjects than in
externally-oriented subjects.
The data obtained for measures of the dependent
variable, perceptions of organizational climate, are given
in Table 2. The reader is referred to the Appendix for the
raw data.
TABLE 2
PROFILE OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION SCORES
Treatment Row
Knowledge No—Knowledge Averages
M 13.00 9.50 11.25Internal
SD .43 1.62 1.03
Types
M 8.10 5.80 6.95External
SD 2.34 1.27 1.81
Column M 10.55 7.65 9.10
Averages SD 1.39 1.45 1.42
These results may be further illustrated by plotting
the treatment means (Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1







While thern data contained in Tables 2 and 3 will be
discussed in Table 4, lack of interaction allows one to
analyze the treatment and personality effects independently
of each other.
The statistical significance of the effect of the
treatment and moderating variables were tested by a two—
factor Analysis of Variance (See Table 4).
~ypothesis 1
H1: Perceptions of organizational climate
will be significantly affected by
knowledge of performance.
Hypothesis 1 was tested by first randomly assigning,
in turn, 20 internally-oriented and 20 externally_oriented
subjects to an experimental treatment (knowledge of per—






Source SS df MS F Significance
Between
Treatments 183.2 1 183.2 73.9 p < .001
Between
Types 88.2 1 88.2 35.56 p < .001
Treatment
X Types 3.17 1 3.17 2.27
Error 89.4 36 2.48
Total 363.97 39
After receiving bogus knowledge of performance, the knowledge
group was asked to rate the organizational climate of the
overall school system using Likert’s Profile of Organiza
tional Characteristics. Under the same conditions, but
without the bogus feedback, the no-knowledge group was also
asked to rate the organizational climate of the overall
school system.
Hypothesis 1 was tested through the use of the follow
ing null hypothesis:
HO1: Perceptions of organizational climate
will not be significantly affected by
knowledge of performance.
The first null hypothesis stated that there is no
statistically significant difference between the mean POC
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scores for the knowledge-and no-knowledge groups. As can
be noted from Table 4, with 1 and 36 degrees of freedom,
the obtained F-value of 73.9 was significant at the .001
level of significance. The null hypothesis is therefore
rejected at this level and the data support the assumption
that knowledge of performance has a significant effect on
the way one perceives his .work organization.
Hypothesis 2
H2: Perceptions of organizational climate
will be significantly affected by
Locus of Control.
This hypothesis was tested by investigating the main
effect of Locus of Control on perceptions of organizational
climate under the conditions previously mentioned. It
tested the statistical significance of the mean POC scores
for internally and externally—oriented subjects. The null
hypothesis tested regarding the difference in perceptions
for internals and externals is as follows:
HO2: Perceptions of organizational climate
will not be significantly affected by
one’s Locus of Control.
This hypothesis stated that without regard for the
treatment variable, there is no significant difference in
the mean POC scores for internals and externals. The
obtained F-value of 35.56 was sufficiently great enough to
reject the null hypothesis at the .001 level of significance.
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Hypothesis 3
H3: Knowledge of performance will have a
significantly greater affect on per
ceptions of organizational climate
in internally—oriented subjects than
in externally—oriented subjects.
Alternatively stated, this hypothesis argued that
knowledge of performance would have a greater effect on
certain types of personality (internal versus external). It
was argued that the knowledge treatment would have a greater
effect on internals than on externals. The null hypothesis
tested is as follows:
HO3: Knowledge of performance will not have
a significantly greater affect on per
ceptions of organizational climate in
internally-oriented than in externally
oriented subejcts.
The obtained F—value was not great enough to reject
the null hypothesis. Such a result suggests that there is
no evidence to support a differential effect on perceptions
of internals and externals. The null hypothesis is there
fore accepted.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS
Summary
The major objective of this study was to investigate
the attributional hypothesis that individuals possess lay
theories of performance and that they will use these
theories as cues by which they ascribe characteristics to
themselves, their work groups, and organizations.
The study sought to investigate the relationship
between knowledge of performance and perceptions of
organizational characteristics with Locus of Control as
the moderating variable. The following hypotheses were
generated:
H1: Perceptions of organizational climate will
be significantly affected by knowledge of
performance.
H2: Perceptions of organizational climate will
be significantly.affected by one’s Locus
of Control.
H3: Knowledge of performance will have a signif
icantly greater effect on perceptions of
organizational climate in internally—oriented
than in externally-oriented subjects.
These hypotheses were tested by conducting an experiment in
which knowledge of performance was manipulated to determine
its effect on perceptions of organizational climate in
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internally- and externally-oriented public school principals.
Subjects were determined to be internally- or externally-
oriented by use of Rotter’s I-E Scale. Likert’s Profile of
Organizational Characteristics was used to measure scores
on the dependent variable, perceptions of organizational
climate.
Two groups of subjects (ten internals and ten
externals) received the experimental treatment, knowledge
of performance, while two other groups of subjects (ten
internals and ten externals) received the control treatment,
no knowledge of performance. An ANOVA procedure was used
to test the effect of the treatment variable on perceptions
of organizational climate.
Hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported by the obtained
results, with an F-ratio significant at the .001 level.
Knowledge of performance and Locus of Control had a direct
and independent effect on perceptions of organizational
climate. The interaction hypothesis was rejected.
Conclusions and Recommendations
It was hypothesized that perceptions of organizational
climate would be influenced by knowledge of performance and
Locus of Control. The results of the study confirmed the
hypothesized relationship. Subjects who were led to believe
that they had good performance had higher ratings of the
organizational climate of the school system than subjects
who received no knowledge of performance. The results of
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hypothesis 1 were intriguing. Regardless of the type of
personality (internal versus external), knowledge of
performance had a greater effect on perceptions of
organizational climate than no knowledge of performance.
It may therefore be inferred that perceptions of organiza
tional climate may be confounded by perceptions of perfor
mance. Knowledge of good performance, independent of Locus
of Control, enhanced perceptions o organizational climate.
Hypothesis 2, regarding the effect of Locus of Control
on perceptions of organizational climate was also confirmed.
Locus of Control significantly affected subjects’ perceptions
of their organizations. Internals had higher ratings on the
POC than externals. Because the POC measures organizational
climate on a continuum ranging from authoritative to
participative, higher scores suggest more participative
perceptions than lower scores. It can thus be inferred that
internals saw their organizations as more participative than
externals.
Hypothesis 3, that knowledge of performance will have
a greater effect on the perceptions of internally—oriented
than on externally—oriented subjects was not confirmed.
The results of the study do not allow for any inference
regarding the differential impact of knowledge of performance
on internals and externals. There is no evidence to suggest
an interactive effect.
The general pattern of results, however, pose some
recommendations for future research studies. It would seem
tenable that positive information regarding performance
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represents no threat to employees. One would expect that
negative information would have a different effect. It is
therefore recommended that future research consider a
3X2 factorial design where positive versus negative versus
no performance feedback are investigated. Such a design
would offer stronger support for hypotheses regarding
cause—effect relationships. It is also recommended that
specific dimensions of organizational climate be investi
gated for any differential perceptions in internals and
externals. It would be interesting, for example, to
investigate specific differences on individual dimensions
of the POC. Internals may be motivated by different
organizational practices than externals, or may use
different leadership and control processes than externals.
Since the present study has established Locus of Control
as a potential contingency factor in work motivation, the
recommendations merit further consideration.
Discussion of Results
The overall pattern of the results of this study
yielded sufficient evidence to suggest that knowledge of
positive performance and Locus of Control, acting indepent—
ly, in and of themselves, had a significant effect on
perceptions of organizational climate. The first research
question asked if knowledge of performance had a significant
effect on perceptionth of organizational climate. The answer
to this question must be qualified. Performance ranges on
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a continuum from positive to negative or from good to bad.
In studies investigating the effect of knowledge of
performance, the sign or direction of the performance must
be considered. In the present study, only positive perfor
mance was investigated. This allows one to conclude only
that positive knowledge .of performance has the effect of
influencing perceptions of organizational climate. The
conclusion that knowledge of performance per se has this
effect is unwarranted by the results of the study. It is
unconceivable that negative knowledge of performance has
the same motivating effect as positive knowledge of
performance. The amount of variance controlled by the
treatment effect in this study could have been due to the
fact that the performance information was positive, rather
than negative.
A feasible explanation for the result is that people
do indeed possess lay theories of behavior and that they
will use these theories to interpret the actions of others.
Jerome S. Bruner and Renato Tagiuri, in “Perceptions of
People”, an article which appears in the Handbook of Social
Psychology, Volume II, 1954, discuss the issue as they
suggest that individuals possess implicit theories of
personality. According to these authors, individuals develop
a “common—sense” or ~‘naive” approach to understanding
behavior in which they systematically combine and associate
traits. The process. is such that they 1) Define the
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phenomenon, 2) Make assumptions about behavior, and
3) Develop hypotheses which link their assumptions together.
While some aspects of behavior may be known and understood,
people still tend to use implicit theories to infer those
aspects that are not so well known in order to develop
cause-effect relationships. The attribution hypothesis
tested in the present study suggests essentially the same
thing. We are all ‘4lay” psychologists in the sense that we
use implicit theories to explain and predict behavior. The
hypothesis has been tested and confirmed by Barry M. Staw
who suggests that performance data may cause persons to
assign an entire set of characteristics (that is, a stereo
type) to individuals, groups, and organizations, and this
attributed set of characteristics may underlie many of the
correlations derived from cross—sectional studies of
organizational processes. It was previous work by Staw
which generated interest in the present study. If knowledge
of performance is potent enough to cause changes in per
ceptions of Organizational climate, some of our most widely
held assumptions about perceptions of organizational climate
may be questioned.
An alternative explanation of the findings may be
found in the tendency of people to use themselves as
standards by which they perceive or judge other people or
things. This explanation would tend to agree with Zalkind
and Costello’s conclusion that one’s own characteristics and
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attributes affect those that he perceives in others.1 These
authors argue that our perceptions may be characteristically
distorted by emotions we are experiencing or traits we may
possess. Having been provided a highly participative profile
of their own management style, the subjects may have per
ceived similar traits in their organization.
The results of the study are consistent with those of
Lorin and Craig2 and Farris and Lim3 which sought an
alternative interpretation of the hypothesis that leader
behavior, or organizational characteristics are the cause,
rather than the consequence of member behavior. According
to these studies, performance cues affect member perceptions
and behaviors. The present study also provides at least
tentative support for Bem’s hypothesis that attitudes and
beliefs may not cause the behaviors with which they are
associated, rather, they may be the consequence of behavior.
Still another explanation for the results is that
scores on the POC may be confounded by “Social Desirability.”
Respondents to the questionnaire may have been influenced
by the “proper” thing to say. As discussed previously, the
ideal response may have been transparent. Data obtained
from other studies indicated that respondents who attributed
‘Zalkind and Costello, “Perception: Some Research
Findings.”
mance.0r~ and Craig, “The Influence of Level of Perfor—
3Farris and Lim, “Effects of Performance.”
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a participative management style to their organizations also
scored high on independent measures of Social Desirability.1
Hypothesis 2 stated that one’s Locus of Control of
Reinforcement will significantly affect perceptions of
organizational climate. The results of this hypothesis
showed that internals scored higher on the POC than
externals. This result is not surprising when one considers
that to the extent that the individual plays an active role
as a perceiver and cognitive processor, psychological
climate scores will reflect the individual characteristics
involved in the process of concept formation, as well as
the characteristics of the situation being perceived.2
According to Watson and Baumal, one’s appraised Locus of
Control may also be one’s preferred Locus of Control.3
IC subjects may have preferred internal control, while EC
subjects may have preferred external control. This pre
ference may have been for situations which maximized their
outcomes, for situations in which they felt more comfortable.
Internals have been characterized as preferring greater
control over their work environments than externals. The
participatory environment tapped by the POC allows for
greater control and less structure. It is reasonable
1Hellreigel and Slocom, “Organizational Climate,” 1974.
2Allan P. Jones and Lawrence R. James, “Psychological
Climate: Dimensions and Relationships of Individual and
Aggregated Work Environment Perceptions,” Organizational
Behavior and Human Performance 23 (1979): 203.
3Watson and Baumal, “The Effects of Locus of Control,”
1967.
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that internals are more likely to perceive, such character
istics in their organizations than externals, since these
perceptions are influenced by personality attributes.
The results of Hypothesis 2 are generally consistent
with previous findings that internals prefer a more
participatory work environment than externals. When the
present results are combined with other results that
internals are 1) more self—confident in their work roles;
2) desire more independence and conform less; and 3) exercise
more control over the environments, the picture is fairly
consistent--internals behave characteristically different in
the work setting than externals.
Perhaps the most intriguing result of Hypothesis I and
II is that each. may be generalized independently of the
other. That is t.o say, performance feedback significantly
affects perceptions of organizational climate regardless of
one’s locus of control and vice versa. A possible
explanation for the findings of Hypothesis II is the general
behavioral profile developed for externally- as opposed to
internally—oriented subjects. Joe in reviewing the research
on locus of control as a personality construct, makes the
following observation:
• . . In summary, the findings tend to form
an orderly cluster which is logically and
theoretically consistent with the construct
of internal—external control. The findings
depict externals, in contrast to internals,
as being relatively anxious, dogmatic, and
less trusting of others; lacking in self-
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confidence and insight, having low needs
for social approval, and greater tendency
to use sensitizing modes of behavior.1
If one accepts Joe’s comments, it is reasonable to assume
that externals will perceive their organizations as less
participatory than internals.
The interaction hypothesis that knowledge of perfor
mance will have a greater effect on the perceptions of
internals than of externals was not supported. One possible
explanation is the type of performance information used.
Knowledge of good performance would be expected to have a
different impact on employees than knowledge of poor perfor
mance. Previous studies investigating the performance
construct have used three levels of treatment; good perfor
mance, poor performance, and no performance information.
Information regarding .poor performance would perhaps cause
greater anxiety in externals than in internals, thus having
a greater impact on their perceptions.
Imp licat ions
A reasonable and logical question to ask is what are
the implications of the study. For those researchers
interested in the effect of perceptions of organizational
climate on job performance, the study offers tentative
support for the assumption that knowledge of performance
does influence perceptions of organizational climate. Such
1Joe, “Review of Internal—External Control,” p. 623.
—73—
evidence tends to suggest that perceptions of organizational
climate , at least as they are currently measured, are not
the stable phenomena they are assumed to be. They may be
under the partial control of one’s perceptions of his own
performance.
As reported in the review of literature, the exact
nature of the relationship between organizational climate
and performance is unknown. The result of this study, as
well as other studies previously discussed suggest that if
the ambiguities surrounding the relationship are to be
resolved, organizational climate must ~e studied as both a
cause and a consequence of member performance. The implica
tion is clear; many of the results of previous studies
relating perceptions of organizational climate to member
performance may just as well be explained in a reversed
causal direction.
There are other implications for those school
officials charged with the responsibility for the evalu
ation and professional development of school principals.
Elementary, secondary, and high school principals had higher
climate ratings for their school system when they were led
to believe that the ratings of their own respective schools
were also high. This finding lends support to the signif
icance and motivating effect of positive organizational
climate in schools. Maintaining such a climate in schools
may be especially difficult, since they are characteristically
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different from other kinds of organizations. Schools have
been termed “loosely coupled” in that the broad discre
tionary powers granted teachers and other personnel cause
some difficulty in control. E. Mark Hanson, in Educational
Administration and Organizational Behavior, 1979, asserts:
On the one handj requirements of learn
ing suggest an unencumbered, non
prescriptive environment. On the other
hand, requirements of efficiency and
predictability in human resource manage
ment suggest a rational, programmed
environment.
Yet much of what happens in the school setting is determined
by policies, rules, and regulations from above. The
principal, often appropriately termed a “Middle Manager,” is
caught between governance from those who are both above and
below him in the educational hierarchy. He alone, however,
is responsible for the conduct and organizational climate
of his school. If his perceptions of the school system are
influenced by teacher’s perceptions of his school, it may be
well to address some part of his performance appraisal and
training toward helping him improve the internal functioning
of his school unit. Researchers and practitioners alike
would agree that systems of appraisal for job performance
serve at least two functions: Organizational control and
individual development. The importance of the first function
seems clear, especially in schools where control is loosely
structured. The focus there is on obtaining information
from the appraisal for use in making administrative decisions
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designed to promote organizational efficiency and goal
attainment. The second funciton of appraisal systems should
be designed to help employees by assisting them in identi
fying those areas of needed improvement and growth. Help
ing. principals develop more positive school climates is an
area of much needed improvement. The results of the present
study provide evidence that positive information regarding
performance has a motivating effect on how they perceive
their superiors as well as the overall school system.
The results pertaining to Locus of Control are no less
significant. An individual’s propensity to be internally-
or externally—oriented has been well established as a
contingency factor in organizational behavior. Human
resource management will inevitably require some understand
ing and consideration of various personality modalities.
Theories of organizational behavior have only dealt
summarily with different modalities of personality. If a
better fit between the individual and the organization is
to be obtained, additional research on personality and




PROFILE OF ORGANIZATIONAL CH~R~CTERISTICS
Interpretive Data
The POC is designed to measure the character of a
management style along a continuum ranging from Authori
tative to Participative. Organizational climate is measured
by the analysis of the perceptions of selected personnel
toward those who are in authority positions. The Authori
tative and Participative management styles are further sub
divided into: a) Exploitative-authoritative; b) Benevolent-
authoritative; c) Consultative-participative; and d)
Participative-group. The hypothesis underlying the POC is
that the more a management operates in a participative mode,
the more effectively it functions.
The following paradigm places the eight sub-scales of
the POC on the authoritative-participative continuum:
Profile of Organizational Characteristics
Sub-Scale Continuum
Exploitative- Beflevolent Participative
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Each horizontal line opposite an item is divided into
16 segments. If a value of 1 is assigned to each segment,
an item score ranges from 1 to 16. A composite score for
each instrument may be obtained by summing the item scores.
In the present study, mean scores were obtained by dividing
each composite score by 19. These scores may be thus reduced
to a 1 to 4 continuum and plotted to form a profile of
management style.
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PROFILE OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
INSTRUCTIONS
On the lines below each organizational variable,
please place an X at the point which, in your experience,
describes your school at the present time. Treat each
item as a continuous variable from the extreme at one end
to that at the other.
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Sving organizations goals I I I I I I I I I I I
MUNICATION
much communication is amed Very little Little Quite a bit A great deal
hievirig argonizations
:t~ves? till. III I_iI.I i~
~ is the direction of Downward Mostly downward Down and up Down, up & s~deways
notion flow? I I I I I I I I I
~ — V Possibly
is downward co’nmunicotion With suspcon with suspicion With caution With an open mind
~-~——————————...————___ I_.i__II_Ii__i_I l~l.I•I II I._
:uccurate is ‘pward Often wrong Ccn~ored for boss Lmited accuracy Accurote
:~.~.CotIOn I I I I I I I I I I i
well do ~periors.know pro— Know little Some knowledge Quite well Very well
:~ Faced by subordinates I I I
SIONS V
. — Policy at top, Brood policy at top Throughout but well
~at level ore decisions Mostly at top same delegation more delegation integrated
~lIy mode? I ) I I L I I I j...... I I I
~ is the origin of technical Top Upper and To a certain extent To a great extent
~,rofessional knowledge, Management middle throughout throughout
in decision moking? I I I I I I I V
V V V Occasionally Generally
ubordinotes involved in Not at all consulted V consulted V Fully involved
iions related to their work? I [ I ~ I
~ Nothing, V Subtantial
~ does decision—mckin9 process often weakens it Relatively little Some contribution contribution
ribute to motivation? — V I I I I I I I I I I I I............._
\LS
V Orders, some After discussion, By group action
are organizational goals Orders issued comment invited V by orders (except In crisis)
,lished? I I 1 I I I I I I I I I I V
Some resistance
much covert resistance to Strong resistance Moderate resistance ot times V Little or none
ss present? V I I I ~I_ I I I I I [
~fROL
No——same goals
crc an informal organization Yes Usually V Sometimes V as formal
tncitheformalone?______ I L1 i I ri I
ore cast, productivty, ond










I I I I
Sell—guidance,
problem solving
I I I I
much cooperative taomwark None




The I-E Scale is designed to measure individual dif
ferences in a generalized expectancy or belief in external
control as a psychological variable. The I-E variable is
often referred to as Locus of Control and is used to
describe an individual’s beliefs about whether his outcomes
are determined, by his own abilities, skills, or efforts
(internal), or by luck, chance, or powerful others (external).
The test has demonstrated adequate internal con
sistency and test—retest reliability (Rotter, 1966). It
primarily samples general attitudes but none of the items
deals directly with values placed upon skill reinforcement
versus luck or chance reinforcement.
Scoring Procedures
The score on the I-E Scale is simply the number of
external choices made by the subject. Typical college
student means are approximately 8.50 and medians 8.00.
Those subjects in the upper half of the distribution of
scores are considered Externals and those in the lower
half are considered Internals. The external choices or
questions are underscored to provide ease in scoring
(Rotter, l966--at~ached to proposal).
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE I-E SCALE
This is a questionnaire to find out the way in which
certain important events in our society affect different
people. Each item consists of a pair of alternatives
lettered a or b. Please select theone statement of each
pair (and only one) which you more strongly believe to be
the case as far as you’re concerned. Be sure to select
the one you actually believe to be more true rather than
the one you think you should choose or the one you would
like to be true. This is a measure of personal belief:
obviously there are no right or wrong answers.
Your answers to the items on this inventory are to
be recorded on a separate answer sheet which is loosely
inserted in the booklet. REMOVE THIS ANSWER SHEET NOW.
Print your name and any other information requested by the
examiner on the answer sheet, then finish read•~~ ing these
directions. Do not open the booklet until you are told to
do so.
Please answer these items carefully but do not spend
too much time on any one item. Be sure to find an answer
for every choice. Find the number of the item on the
answer sheet and black—in the space under the number A or
B which you choose as the statement more true.
In some instances you may discover that you believe
both statements or neither one. In such cases, be sure to
select the one you more strongly believe to be the case as
far as you’re concerned. Also try to respond to each item
independently when making your choice; do not be influenced
by your previous choices.
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INTERNAL VERSUS EXTERNAL CONTROL OF REINFORCEMENT
1. a. Children get into trouble because their parents
punish them too much.
b. The trouble with most children nowadays is that
their parents are too easy with them.
2. a. Many of the unhappy things in people’s lives are
— partly due to bad luck.
b. People’s misfortunes result from the mistakes
they make.
3. a. One of the major reasons why we have wars is
because people don’t take enough interest in
politics. V
~. There will always be wars, no matter how hard
people try to prevent them.
4. a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve
in this world.
b. Unfortunately, an individual’s worth often passes
— unrecognized no matter how hard he tries.
5. a. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is
nonsense.
b. Most students don’t realize the extent to which
— their grades are influenced by accidental happenings.
6. a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective
leader.
b. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not
taken advantage of their opportunities.
7. a. No matter how hard you try some people just don’t
like you.
b. People who can’t get others to like them don’t
understand how to get along with others.
8. a. Heredity plays the major role in determining one’s
personality. V
b. It is one’s experiences in life which determine what
they’re like.
9. a. I have often found that what is going to happen will
happen.
b. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me
as making a decision to take a definite course of
action.
10. a. In the case of the well prepared student there is
rarely if ever such a thing as an unfair test.
b. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated
to course work that studying is really useless.
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11. a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work,
luck has little or nothing to do with it.
b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in
— the right place at the right time.
12. a. The average citizen can have an influence in
government decisions.
b. This world is run by the few people in power,
— and there is not much the little guy can do about
it.
13. a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can
make them work.
b. It is not, always wise to plan too far ahead
— because many things turn out to be a matter of
good or bad fortune anyhow.
14. a. .There are certain people who are just no good.
b. There is some good in everybody.
15. a. In my case getting what I want has little or
nothing to do with luck.
b. Many times we might just as well decide what to
— do by flipping a coin.
16. a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was
lucky enough to be in the right place first.
b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon
— ability, luck has little or nothing to do with it.
17. a. As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us
are the victims of forces we can neither under
stand, nor control.
b. By taking an active part in political and social
affairs the people can control world events.
18. a. Most people don’t realize the extent to which
their lives are controlled by accidental happenings.
b. There really is no such thing as “luck.”
19. a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes.
b. It is usually best to cover up one’s mistakes.
20. a. It is hard to know whether or not a person really
likes you.
b. How many. friends you have depends upon how nice a
person you are.
21. a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us
are balanced by the good ones.
b. Most misfortunes are the results of lack of ability,
ignorance, laziness, or all three.
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22. a. With enough effort we can wipe out political
corruption.
b. It is difficult for people to have much control
— over the things politicians do in office.
23. a. Sometimes.I can’t understand how teachers arrive
— at the grades I get.
b. There is a direct connection between how hard I
study and the grades I get.
24. a. A good leader expects people to decide for
themselves what they should do.
b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what
their jobs are.
25. a. Many times I feel that I have little influence
— over the things that happen tome.
b. It is impossible for me to. believe that chance or
luck plays an important role in my life.
26. a. People are lonely because they don’t try to be
friendly.
b. There’s not much use in trying too hard to please
— people, if they like you, they like you.
27. a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high
school.
b. Team sports are an excellent way to build character.
28. a. What happens to me is my own doing.
b. Sometimes I feel that I don’t have enough control
— over the direction my life is taking.
29. a. Most of the time I can’t understand why politicians
behave the way they do.
b. In the long run the people are responsible for bad






Years of Service in Present Position ____________
1. a———— b ———— 21. a—-—— b ____
2. a———— b-——-- 22.a-——— b——-—
3. a———— b ———— 23. a———— b ____
4. a-——— b —--—— 24. a——-— b ____
5. a———— b ———— 25. a———— b ____
6. a———— b ———— 26. a-——— b ____
7. a---— b ——-— 27. a-——— b ____
8. a———— b ———— 28. a———— b ____
9. a———— b ———— 29. a———— b ____
10. a——-— b ____
11. a———— b-———
12. a———— b.-———




17. a———— b ____










Internal No - Kn ow ledge
Type
In ternal
Subject I-E POC Subject I-E POC
1 1 13.36 1 4 10.89
2 4 12.79 2 5 7.05
3 1 13.32 3 6 11.42
4 5 12.84 4 5 10.89
5 4 13.84 5 2 11.00
6 6 13.21 6 6 8.56
7 1 12.32 7 1 7.05
8 4 13.11 8 4 9.84
9 3 12.58 9 3 9.21
10 3 13.05 10 6 8.56
External External
11 12 10.89 11 18 5.42
12 11 12.32 12 16 8.84
13 10 8.84 13 14 5.57
14 13 9.21 14 14 4.63
15 11 6.16 15 12 5.74
16 12 6.37 16 13 6.05
17 14 5.10 17 12 5.42
18 15 7.00 18 12 4.80
19 11 6.16 19 12 4.63






























Subiect 1 2 3 ~i. 5 6 7 8 9 10
I tern
1 12 11 10 9 3 9 4 8 4 9
2 111411 9 7 6 8 5 7 10
3 11 12 4 7 7 9 5 7 4 8
4 13 15 11 6 8 9 4 7 7 8
5 14 14 10 9 5 8 8 7 3 9
6 11 14 10 10 6 5 4 7 8 9
7 1211 7 7 7 8 3 7 8 9
8 1214 911 5 6 5 7 5 9
9 9 11 7 9 7 6 7 7 5 8
10 10 10 10 8 4 6 7 7 4 8
11 81311 9 7 6 5 7 5 9
12 8 13 10 9 2 5 5 4 4 7
13 8 13 7 7 3 5 3 7 8 9
14 11 5 8 13 5 8 5 4 8 10
15 8 13 11 12 6 5 3 8 8 9
16 13 13 10 9 6 5 5 8 4 11
17 13 13 5 9 10 5 3 8 8 10
18 10 12 7 11 9 5 6 9 9 11























































































































































































Sub j e ct
































































* * * *
0 0 0 0
1 1 1 1
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
1 0 1 0
* * * *
1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0
* * * *
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
1 0 0 0
* * * ~*
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
1 1 0 0
0 0 0 0
* * * *
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
* * * *































0 = Internal Choices
1 = External Choices
* = Filler Items
0 0•0 0 0 0


























Subject 1 2 3 4 5
* * * * *
O 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 0
1 1 0 1 1
1 1 1 1 0
1 0 0 0 1
1 0 1 1 1
* * * * *
0 0 0 0 1
1 1 1 1 0
1 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
* * * * *
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1 1
1 1 0 0 1
0 0 0 1 1
* * * * *
1 1 1 0 1
0 0 1 1 1
1 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
* * * * *
0 1 2 2 0
0 1 1 0 0
* * * * *
0 1 0 1 1
1 1 01 0
6 7 8 9
* * * *
1 0 1 1
1 1 1 1
1 0 1 1
0 0 1 1
1 0 1 1
1 1 1 0
* * * *
0 1 0 0
1 1 1 0
0 0 1 0
1 1 0 0
0 0 0 0
* .* * *
0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0
0 1 1 0
0 1 1 1
* * * *~
0 1 1 1
1 1 1 1
1 1 0 0
1 0 0 0
* * * *
0 1 1 1
1 1 0 1








































12 11 10 13 11 12 14 15 11
0 1
0 1
0 = Internal Choices
1 = External Choices























































































































































* * * *
1 1 1 1
1 0 1 1
1 0 1 1
1 1 1 0
1 1 0 1
1 1 0 1
* * * *
0 1 0 0
0 1 1 1
0 1 0 0
0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0
* * * *
1 0 0 1
1 1 0 1
1 1 0 0
1 1 1 0
* * * *
1 1 1 0
1 0 ~l 1
1 1 1 1
1 0 1 1
* * * *
1 0 1 0
1 1 1 1
* * * *
* * * *
0 0 1 1
1 1 0 1
1 0 1 0
1 0 0 1
1 0 1 0
1 1 1 1
* * * *
0 1 1 1
1 1 0 1
1 0 0 0
1 1 0 0
0 0 0 0
* * * *
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
1 1 1 0
0 1 1 0
* * * *
1 1 1 1
0 1 1 1
1 1 0 1
0 0 0 1
* * * *
0 1 1 1
0 0 0 1































1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0
1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0
18 16 14 14 12 13 12 12 12
0 = Internal Choices
1 = External Choices






DIVISION OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
210 PRYOR STREET, S. W.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303
March 16, 1982
Miss Geraldine R. Williams
644 Elinor Place, N. W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30318
Dear Miss Williams:
Your research proposal entitled, “Knowledge of Performance as a Cue to the
Attribution of Organizational Characteristics,” has been reviewed and approved by
the Research Screening Committee of the Atlanta Public Schools. You may proceed
with your study as described in your proposal. Please note, however, that the approval
of the committee verifies that the study has been reviewed and is considered to be
appropriate for implementation in the Atlanta Public Schools. The principals selected
for your study have the option of participating or not.












and Policy Studies -
Ms. Carol McCarson
Division of Research and Evaluation
Atlanta Public Schools
224 Central Avenue, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
Dear Ms. McCarson:
This is to certify that Ms. Geraldine Williams has successfully
presented her dissertation proposal to her committee.
We would appreciate any assistance which the personnel in the
Division of Research and Evaluation can provide to enable her
to bring her research project to a satisfactory conclusion.








765 Peeples Street, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30310
Dear Principal:
Let me take this opportunity to thank you and your faculty for
participating in this research project. That the more things
change the more they remain the same is a recurring theme in
educational literature. To understand why this is so requires
much research and study. This project has that objective in
mind. It has been approved by the Department of Research and
Evaluation of the Atlanta Public Schools and each AreaSuperin—
tendent.
I am sending two instruments: 1) Likert’s Profile of Organiza
tional Characteristics; and 2) Rotter’s Internal-External Scale.
The Profile of Organizational Characteristics is designed to
measure the internal functioning of your school via teachers’
perceptions. Please have each teacher complete a form.~ The
Internal—External Scale determines how certain events in society
affect certain people. You should complete the Internal-External
Scale.
Please return all instruments to me by Monday, May 10, 1982 in
the enclosed self-addressed envelope. Any information acquired
will be held in the strictest of confidence. A profile of your
school will be made available to you.
Again, may I thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely yours,
~44~L~ ~
(Ms. )Geraldine R. Williams
GRW
cc: Dr. Moses C. Norman
Dr. Elizabeth L. Feely








I mailed to you two instruments to be completed by you and your
faculty. These instruments are a vital part of my dissertation
project. I am a student at Atlanta University and I anticipate
graduating in August of this year.
Some of the instruments have not been returned to me. In some
cases, the principals have failed to return both the teachers’
questionnaire and the principals’ questionnaire. Both instru
ments are necessary for completion of the project.
May I appeal to you to take just a few minutes to have your
teachers complete the Profile of Organizations Questionnaire,
and to complete the Internal-External Scale yourself. If by
chance you have misplaced either of the instruments, I will
personally deliver additional copies.
I need your cooperation in culminating the dissertation pro
ject. Ii’ there are any questions regarding the instruments,
please call me at school(753—977l) or at home(875-437O).
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